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REMARKS 

Claims 1-15 were filed with this application. The applicants note with appreciation 
the indication that claims 4, 5, and 14 would be allowable if rewritten in independent form 
including all of the limitations of the base claim and any intervening claims. 

By way of a non-final office action, claims 1-3 and 6-13 stand rejected under 35 
U.S.C. § 103(a) as being obvious over cited references. The specification also stands objected 
to for not providing an abstract. No official action was taken on claim 15. In this response, 
claim 1 has been amended, claims 6 and 10 have been canceled, and claims 16-28 has been 
added. Finally, an abstract has been provided. 

The Objection to the Specification has been Attended to. 

The specification stands objected to for not providing an abstract as required under 37 
C.F.R. § 1.72(b). In response, an abstract has been provided and is attached hereto as a 
separate sheet. Accordingly, this objection should be withdrawn. 

No Official Action Has Been Taken on Claim 15. 

Claim 15 was recited in the originally filed application. The office action does not 
reject, object to, or note as allowable this claim. Accordingly, any rejection of claim 15 in 
the next office action would be a new rejection, and therefore the office action could not be 
made final. 

Claim 1 is Allowable. 

Claims 1-3 and 6-1 1 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as allegedly being 
obvious over Ronneberg, U.S. Patent No. 3,812,820 ("Ronneberg") in view of Hartbauer, et. 
al., U.S. Patent No. 3,509,853 ("Hartbauer"). Claim 1 has been amended to incorporate the 
subject matter recited in claim 6. Claim 1 recites, inter alia, a gumming device for applying 
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gum to an article, the gumming device comprising an applicator body, at least one channel 
extending inside the applicator body, wherein the channel comprises at least one capillary 
portion. 

The office action asserts that in Ronneberg, a capillary portion is defined by the 
narrow portion of bores (23; see col. 2, lines 19-22). In column 2, lines 19-22, Ronneberg 
describes that "from a narrow portion of these bores 23 extend transverse bores 24 from 
which extend bores 27..." 

The 'narrow portion 1 of Ronneberg does not teach or even suggest a capillary portion. 
Capillary attraction is defined as attraction causing a liquid to rise, in capillary tubes or 
interstices, above its level outside, as in very small glass tubes. See Webster's Revised 
Unabridged Dictionary, © 1996, 1998 MICRA, Inc. 1 Simply disclosing that a portion of a 
tube is narrower than an adjacent portion does not create a suggestion of capillarity, because 
there is no suggestion that the narrow portion can produce capillary action. 

Feeding the gum along each outer portion 20 by capillarity has the advantage of 
feeding a substantially constant amount of gum 2 along each channel 17, regardless of any 
variation in the load losses of the gum 2 fed along the portions of channels 17 upstream from 
capillary outer portions 20 (page 5, line 27 - page 6, line 4). 

Accordingly, claim 1 is allowable over the cited references. Further, dependent 
claims 2-5, 7-9, and 1 1-15 are also allowable. 

Claim 16 is Allowable. 

New claim 16 recites the subject matter of original claims 4, 3 and 1. The office 
action acknowledges that claim 4 would be allowable if rewritten in independent form 
including all of the limitations of the base claim and any intervening claims. Because claim 

1 As located on <http://dictionary.com>. 
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16 recites such elements, claim 16 is allowable over the cited references. Claims 17-26 
depend from claim 16 and correspond to original claims 5-9 and 11-15. Accordingly, 
dependent claims 17-26 are allowable. 

Claim 27 is Allowable. 

New claim 27 recites subject matter of original claims 14 and 1. The office action 
acknowledges that claim 14 would be allowable if rewritten in independent form including all 
of the limitations of the base claim and any intervening claims. Because claim 27 recites 
such elements, claim 27 is allowable over the cited references. Claim 28 depends from claim 
27 and corresponds to original claim 15. Accordingly, dependent claim 28 is allowable. 



In view of the foregoing remarks, it is submitted that the claims as now appearing in 
this application are in good and proper form for allowance. A favorable action on the part of 
the examiner is respectfully solicited. If, in the opinion of the examiner a telephone 
conference would expedite prosecution of the subject application, the examiner is invited to 
call the undersigned attorney. 

The Commissioner is hereby authorized to charge any deficiency in the fees filed, 
asserted to be filed or which should have been filed herewith (or with any paper hereafter 
filed in this application by this firm) to our Deposit Account No. 13-2855, under Order No. 



CONCLUSION 



20022/38272/US. 
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